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CLATMANT

Whether the claimant f1led proper claims for benefits within the
meaning of Sa(n) of the law.
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EVALUATION OF THE EVIDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered all of the evidence pre-
sented, including the testimony offered at the hearings. The
Board has also considered alI of the documentary evidence intro-
duced in this case, ES well as the Department of Employment and
Training's documents in the appeal fiIe.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant filed a claim for benefits with a benefit year
beginning November 4, 1984. He was determined eligible for
$175.00 per week. The claimant recej-ved three checks for bene-
fits in the mail. The last check was for the week ending Novem-
ber 24,1984 and was accompanied by a claim card for the follow-
lng week, the week ending December 7, 7984. The claimant fill-ed
out that card and sent it back as required by the Agency. How-
ever, the Agency presently has no record of receiving this card.

As a result, the clai-mant did not get any more checks for unem-
pJ-oyment benefits. After approximately two weeks the claimant
called the local office to find out why he had not received
checks. He was tol-d to wait and be patient. The claimant did not
report to the local office in person at that time.

When the claimant had filed for benefits he had received all the
necessary pamphlets and information that informed him that he
must file a claim every week; and, for any week he did not
receive a claim card, he should report to the local office in
person in order to file a timely clai-m. Although the claimant
had received this information, he did not read it aII in detail
because he thought he understood what he had to do to collect
his benefits.

When he heard nothing further from the agency, approximately one
week after he calJ-ed, he came into the local office. This was
sometime during the week beginning December 23, 1984. He was
told to come back the following week. He did come back the
following week, on December 31, 1984. At that time he finally
had an opportunity to explain the situation to an agency
employee and filed back claim cards for the weeks ending Decem-
ber 7, December B, December 15, December 22 and December 29,
1984. However, the Claims Examiner found him disqualified under
S  (n) for those weeks because he failed to file timely claims
within the meaning of that section of the 1aw and coMAR
01 .04.02.03D. The claimant appealed that decisionr which was
affirmed by the Hearing Examiner.


